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Contingent Petition I for l^lve-Moitth Exteasion of Time 



This Amenidnient replaces the Amendment filed November 17, 2004, wiiich was refused 
entry. In light of the Examiner's helpful 
this Amendment includes a copy of the 
previous claim set 

The Amendment of November 1 7 



»mments set forth in the Advisory Actton of April 8^ 2005, 
current claim set shoving changes made relative to the 



^ was filed within two months after the filing of a Notice of 
Appeal. However, that Amendment Was refused entry because the Exaxttincr inadvertently 
considered the last Office Action (maile I March 1 8^ 2004) to be final, as shown at box 3 of the 
Advisory Action Summary Page. In fact the last Office Action was non-final, as indicated by box 
2b of its Summary Page. Therefore, the Applicant should have been pro\ided with a time period in 
which to submit the above claim set under 37 C.F.R. § 1.135(c), Under Rule 135(c) and because the 
November 17 Amendment was fully responsive to the last Office Action and was technically 
deficient only in lacking a marked-up cl iim set, it is believed that no extension fees are due in 
connection with the present submission. Ipwever, if any extension fees are due, please consider this 

o respond for up to five months under 37 C.F.R. § 1 . 1 36 



to be a Petition for an Extension of Time 



and an authorizauon to charge the associated fee to Deposit Account No. 50-2719. 

Reg nest for Continned Examination 
This Replacement Response is being submitted with a Request for Continued Examination 



(RCE) to ensure that this application does 
fee to the above deposit account is providl 



Lot become abandoned. Authorization to charge the RCE 
;d. However, the Applicant respectfully submits that the 



RCE is not necessary because the Applicants should have been provided with a reasonable period of 



time to correct the above-noted technical 



defect in the November 1 7 Amendment If the Patent 



m 

CO 



5 



o 
o 



OfiSce finds that such reasonable lime shoiild have beea provided, and that this Replacement 
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Response is timely filed and should be ent^red^ the Applicant requests that the RCE be disregarded 
and the fee not charged. 

Sab^tantivc Remarks 
Claims 1-5, 7 and 8 are pending the application. Claim 1 has been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, for lacking antecedent basis for the phrase "said subject" In light 
of the Examiner's helpful comments the Alpplicant has amended Claim 1 to provide "subject" with 
antecedent basis. 

The Applicants have amended Cjlaim 1 to change the phrase '^rtions of to "a two 
dimensional section of" to indicate the type of digital image that is transmitted to a digital 
workstation. 

S 1103 RejectiooLS 



Claims 1-5 and 7-8 stand rejected pndcr 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over CoUet- 
Billon et al. (U.S. Pat No. 5,540,229) iiJ view of Williams (U.S. Pat No. 6,241,673). For the 
reasons set forth below, reconsideration aiid withdrawal of this groimd of rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

An exemplary embodiment of the present invention comprises a workstation 1 including a 
display 2, a central (processing) unit 3, a high definition digitalization card 4, videoconference means 

an echographic probe 7. The workstation 1 is coupled to 
a conmiunication network 8 for commumcating with an expert at a remotely located diagnostic 
station (not shown). 

In operation, the echographic probe 7 measures a sectional plane of a three-dimensional 

subject (e.g., patient) and generates a digital image therefirom. The three-dimensional position sensor 

j 

6 determines the position of the probe 7 vntix respect to the subject. The communication network 8 



5, three-dimensional position sensor 6, and 
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provides a mechanism for providing two dimensional sections of the digital image to an e3q>ert at the 
remotely located diagnostic station for aj^ialysis in response to the expert's manipulation of a probe. 

mechanism for the expert to provide a real-time diagnosis 



Thevideoconference means 5 provides a 
to the patient. 

The videoconference meatis is re 
audio and visual content betfveen the 
Therefore, the Applicant's claim an im; 



spited in claim 1 as a module for permittiuag the transfer of 
icquisition workstation and the diagnostic workstation, 
^ging system designed to fejcilitate interactivity between a 
subj ect at an acquisition station and an expert at a remote diagnostic station. Thus, the Applicant has 
clearly recited an interactive imaging system, as was suggested by the Examiner in the interview of 
July 9, 2003 . Accordingly, tiie Applicant Irespectaally submits that nothing in CoUet-BilUon alone, or 
in combination with Williams teaches or suggest an imaging system that allows interactivity between 
an acquisition station and a remote diagnostic station. 

CoUet-Bilion et al, teaches, in one exemplary embodiment, a system and method for viewing 
three-dime»sional echographic datain tiie absence of a patient which includes a workstation 14 with 



a central processing unit 1 5, a monitor 1 6 |and a memory 1 8 (see, ooL 5, line 65 - col, 6, line 1 ). The 
memory 1 8 includes echographic data on i subject or subjects addressed in coorxlinate fonn (see, col. 
6, lines 1-5). The workstation 14 is coitpled to a three-dimensional sensor 22 and an emitter 23 
which are used to determine the position of a sectional plane of a dummy 26 and display the 
corresponding data stored in die memoiy i 8 on the monitor 1 6 (see col 6, lines 1 8-58). Nothing in 
CoUct-Billon discloses or suggests an interactive imaging system that allows a remotely located 
expert to diagnose and communicate witn a subject located in real time. 

The OfSce Actions asserts that *'cillet-Billon flarther discloses (based on a broad reasonable 

! 

mterpretation) means for transmitting control data between said acquisition workstation and said 

:i 

;1 

! 8 
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diagoostic wodcstadon." [Emphasis addei 
station [31] in Collet-Billon merely servi 



i 



i 



] . The Applicant submits, however, that the acquisition 
to transfer data from the acquisition station [31] to the 
diagnostic workstation [34]. Thus, the djata in Collet-Billon is transfened in one direction. In 
contrast, the Applicant claims a '^eans foi; transmitting control data between said acquisition station 
and said diagnostic station." [Emphasis added]. Thus, the Applicant claims a means of permitting 
two-way real time diagnosis of a subject. 

Further, Collet-Billon fails to disclose or suggest means for transmitting a *two dimensional" 
section of a digital image to a remote wc^kstation in response to manipulation of a probe at the 
remote workstation as now recited in cl,pim 1. Collet-Billon also fails to disclose a '^remote 
workstation" as recited in claim 1 . 

The Examiner has indicated that "r|a]s best understood by the Examiner, workstation 34 [of 
Collet-Billon] is disposed remotely firom Dummy 56." However, the Applicant respectfblly submits 
that a close study of CoUet-Billon discloses only one workstation (1 4 in Fig. 2, 34 in Fig. 3) which is 
disposed in the same location as the duinm|r 26, 56. Fig. 3 of Collet-Billon teaches a host ultrasonic 
echograph 3 1, which is disposed in the sajie location as the workstation 34 (and coupled thereto by 
bus 43) and the dmnmy 56. 

Collet-Billon is clearly silent as to the location bf the diagnostic workstation 34. It is well 
settled that when a reference is silent abo It an asserted chdiracteristic, the gap must be filled with 
recourse to extrinsic evidence that makes it clear that the missing descriptive matter is necessarily 
present in tiie thing described in the refere ace. See Continental Can Co, USA v. Monsanto Co. 20 
USPQ2d 1746, 1749 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Th^ Examiner must present evidence that the characteristic 
(e,g.j the specific location of the diagnostic workstation 34) necessarily flows from the teachings of 
Collet-Billon. Ex parte Lew. 17 USPQ2d 1461, 1464 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1990). 
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i 

The Applicant respectfully submits that Collet-Billon contains no teaching or suggestion that 
a diagnostic workstation may be disposed remotely &om an acquisition workstation. 

Furthermore, manipulation of the echographic probe 33 of CoUet-Billon disposed at the 
echogr^h 3 1 does not operate to transmit a '^o dimensional'' section of any digital images created 
therefrom to the workstation 34. Therefdre, Collet-Billon does not disclose or suggest a remotely 
located "diagnostic workstation" or a ^^eans for transmitting a two dimensional section of a digital 
image*' thereto in response to manipulation of a probe at the diagnostic workstation. 

Turning to a consideration of Wilhanxs, it is asserted that Williams teaches **ttansimtting two- 
dimensional xiltrasordc imagery to a remo te location including transfer of audio and casual contents 



between an acquisition workstation and 
traverses this assertion, and submits that c 



a diagnostic ^vorkstation." The Applicant respectfully 
Dthing in Williams allows for communication between an 
acquisition station and a diagnostic workstation. 

In particular, nothing in Williams teaches or suggests an imaging system that would allow the 
transfer of control data between an acquisition workstation and a diagnostic workstation. Williams 
only teaches the transfer of control data f r i tm an acquisition workstation to a diagnostic workstation. 

Specifically, Williams discloses a user interface 150 ( acquisition station) that collects data 
which is eventually relayed to a first wir iless communication device 100, which then beams the 
ultrasotod data to a second wireless conunxmication device 200, which then relays the ultrasound 
data to a network hub 2 1 0 (a diagnostic workstation) which can relay that information to such things 
as a VCR 25 or printer 260. Nothing however, indicates that the aforementioned system of Williams 
is suitable to transfer the control data back from the network hub 210 (diagnostic workstation) to the 
user interface 150 (acquisition station) in order to provide real time diagnostic evaluation from an 
expert located at the network hub 210 (diagnostic workstation). 

10 
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Further, Williams does not disclose or suggest a '^obe disposed at the diagnostic 
workstation, said diagnostic workstation disposed remotely from a subject" WUliams teaches a 
probe (user interface 150) that is connected to flie acquisition station (ultrasoxmd system 110). 
Hence, the iiser interface 150 can not be disposed at a diagnostic workstation remotely from a 
subject. I 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that WUIiamS;, cither alone or in 
combination with CoUet-Billon, fails to tet ch or suggest an interactive imaging system. That is, the 
aforementioned references ^1 to teach ' a means for expert [who is disposed remotely from a 
subject] assessment including a module folr permitting the transfer of audio visual content be^veen 
the acquisition workstation and the diagnc|Stic workstation.^ 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the cunent rejection is improperly based on hindsight 

reconstnictioru It is axiomatic that the subject matter of claims may not be considered obvious as a 

result of a hypothetical combination of references unless something iix the references suggests that an 

advantage may be derived from combining their teachings. The Court of Appeals for the Federal 

Circuit has decisively confirmed this point in its recent decision J« fe FritcK 23 U,S,P.Q, 2d, 1780 

(Fed^ Cir. 1992). The CAFC has clearly established the following mandate regarding hypothetical 

combination of references: 

Obvio\jisness caimot be estaj ^lished by combining the teachings of the 
prior art to produce the clamied invention, absent some teaching or 
suggestion supporting the cl>mbination. Under section 1 03, teachings 
of references can be combmed only if there is some suggestion or 
incentive to do so/' AltiioTigh couched in terms of combining 
teachings found in the piior art, the same inquiry must be carried out 
m the context of a purported obvious "modification" of the prior art 
The mere fact that the prior art may be modified in the manner 
suggested by the Examiner does not make the modification 
obvious unless the prior | art suggested the desirability of the 
modijQcation. Wilson and Hendiix &il to suggest any motivation for, 



U 
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or desirability of, the chiaiiges espoxised by the Examiner and 
endorsed by the Board. 

Here, the Examiner relied upon hindsight to arrive at the 
detenninatiou of obviousness. It is impermissible to use ttie 
claimed invention as an instraction manual or ^'template" to 
piece together the teachings of the prior art so that the claimed 
invention is rendered obvious. This court has previously stated that 
"[o]ne cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disclosures in the prior art to deprecate ihe 
claimed invention." 23 lU.SP.Q. 2d at 1783-17S4. [Emphasis 
added]. I 

The foregoing discussion is bindinlg with respect to this application. The language of the 

Court plainly establishes that in order to X)mbine CoUct-Billon with Williams it is necessary to 

establish that the references would have su jgested their combination and modification. In particular, 

nothing in the aforementioned references Suggests any desirability of modifying Collet-Billon or 

Williams to provide "interactivity*' between a subject and an expert who is disposed jfemotely 6om 



the subject As previously indicated, the 
located ftom the acquisition workstation. 



piagnostic workstation of Collet-Billon is not remotely 
There is no motivation in Williams to modify CoUet- 
Billon to make it suitable for ''remote inbractivity." This is particularly true since nothing in 
Williams indicates that it is, in and of its elfi suitable for "remote interactivity." In view of the 
foregoing, the Applicant respectfiilly requests withdrav^ of the rejection of claims 1-5, and 7-8 as 
obvious under Collet-Billon in view of Williams. 
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The Applicant submits that the ap; llication is now in condition for allowance, v/bich action is 
respectfully requested. 

RespectAiUy submitted, 



SAN:vbm 
(215) 656-3385 




Steven A. Nash 
Reg. No. 45,507 
Attorney for Applicant 
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Contingent Petition Five-Month Extension of Time 
^^^^^^^^^p^^^^^^^"^"""^^™^"^^" ^^^^^^^ 

This Amendment replaces tbe Amendment filed November 17, 2004, which was refused 
entry. In light of the Examiner's helpful ccJtmnents set forth in the Advisory Action of April 8, 2005, 
tbis Amendment includes a copy of the current claim set showing changes made relative to the 
previous claim set. 



The Amendment of November 1 7 



; filed within two months after the filing of a Notice of 



Appeal. However, that Amendment wis refiised entry because tfie Examiner inadvertently 
considered the last Oflfice Action (mailed March 18, 2004) to be final, as shown at box 3 of the 
Advisory Action Summary Page- In feet, t tic last Office Action was non-final, as indicated by box 
2b of its Summary Page. Therefore, the Applicant should have been provided with a time period in 
which to submit the above claim set under 37 CJF,R. § 1.135(c), Under Rule 13 5(c) and because the 
November 17 Amendment was fully rest^onsxve to the last OjffiCe Action and was technically 
deficient only in lacking a marked-up clajm set, it is believed that no extension fees are due in 
connection with the present submission. Hpwever, if any extension fees are due, please consider this 
tobeaPetitionforanExtensionof Tune to respond for up to five months under 37 C.F JR. § 1.136 
and an authorization to charge the associatpd fee to Deposit Account No. 50-2719. 

Request for Continned Examination 



This Replacement Response is being submitted with a Request for Continued Examination 
(RCE) to ensure that this application does n )t become abandoned. Authorization to charge the RCE 
fee to the above deposit accoxmt is provided However, the Applicant respectfully submits that the 
RCE is not necessary because the Applicants should have been provided with a reasonable period of 
time to correct the above-noted technical defect in the November 17 Amendment, If the Patent 
Office finds that such reasonable time should have been provided, and that this Replacement 
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Response is timely filed and should be entered, the Applicant requests that the RCE be disregarded 
and the fee not charged. 

Substantive Remarks 



Claims 1-5, 7 and 8 are pending ^ the applicatioa Claim 1 has been rejected under 35 
U.S.C^ § 1 12, second paragraph, for lackiijg antecedent basis for the phrase "said subject" In li^ 
of the Examiner's helpfbl comments the Applicant has amended CI^ 1 to provide "subject" with 



antecedent basis. 

The Applicants have amended C 
dimensional section of to indicate the 
workstation 



aim 1 to change the phrase **portions of to "a two 
^ype of digital image that is transmitted to a digital 

03 Rejections 



Claims 1-5 and 7-8 stand rejected lander 35 US,C. § 103(a) as being obvious over CoUet- 
Billon et al, (U.S. Pat No. 5,540,229) in view of WiUiams (U.S. Pat. No. 6,241,673). For the 
reasons set forth below, reconsideration and withdrawal of this ground of rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

An exemplary embodiment of the present invention comprises a workstation 1 including a 
display 2, a central (processiog) tmit 3, a high definition digitalization card 4, videoconference means 
5, three-dimensional position sensor 6, and an echographic probe 7. The workstation 1 is coupled to 
a communication netwodc 8 for communiLating with an e^cpert at a remotely located diagnostic 
station (not shown). 

In operation, the echographic probe 7 measures a sectional plane of a three-dimensional 
subject (e.g., patient) and generates a digital image thereftom. The three-dimensional position sensor 
6 determines the position of the probe 7 with respect to the subject The communication network 8 
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provides a mechanism for providing two c imensional sections of the digital image to an expert at the 
remotely located diagnostic station for analysis in response to the expert's manipulation of a probe. 
The videoconference means 5 provides a jjnechanism for the expert to piovide a real-time diagnosis 
to the patient. | 

The videoconference means is recpcd in claim 1 as a module for permitting the transfer of 
audio and visual content between the ajcquisition workstation and the diagnostic workstation. 
Therefore, the Applicant's claim an imafiW system designed to facilitate interactivity between a 
subject at an acquisition station and an exj ert at a remote diagnostic station. Thus, the AppUcant has 
clearly recited an interactive imaging system, as was suggested by the Examiner in the interview of 
July 9. 2003. Accordingly, the AppUcant rfespectfblly submits that nothing in CoUet-BiUion alone, or 
in combination with Williams teaches or si tggest an imaging system that aUows interactivity between 
an acquisition station and a remote diagnc stic station. 

Collet-Billon et al. teaches, in one exemplary embodiment, a system and method for viewiog 
three-dimensional echographic data in the ibsence of apatient which includes a workstation 14 with 
acentral processmgunit 15, amonitor 16 alkd amemory 18 (see, col. 5, line 65 -col. 6, line 1). The 
memory 1 8 includes echographic data on a "subject or subjects addressed in coordinate form (see, col. 
6, lines 1-5). The workstation 14 is coufJied to a three-dimensional sensor 22 and an emitter 23 

of a sectional plane of a dummy 26 and display the 



v*ich are used to determine the position 



corresponding data stored in the memory 18 on the monitor 16 (see col. 6, lines 1 8-58). Nothing in 



Collet-Billon discloses or suggests an interactive imaging system tihat aUows a remotely located 
expert to diagnose and communicate with a subject located in real time. 

The Office Actions asserts that "Collet-BiUon further discloses (based on a broad reasonable 
interpretation) means for transmitting conlixjl data between said acquisition workstation and said 



8 
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diagnostic workstation." [Emphasis added]. The Applicant submits, however, that the acquisition 
station [31] in Collet-Billon merely serves to transfer data flrom the acquisition station [31] to the 
diagnostic workstation [34]. Thus, the c ata in CoUet-BUlon is transferred in one direction. In 
contrast, the Applicant claims a "means for transmitting control data between said acquisition station 
and said diagnostic station." [Emphasis aclded]. Thus, the Applicant claims a means of permitting 
two-way real time diagnosis of a subject. 

Further, CoUet-Billon fails to disclbse or suggest means for transmitting a 'two dimensional" 
section of a digital image to a remote wc rkstation in response to manipulation of a probe at the 
remote workstation as now recited in clbim 1. Collet-Billon also fails to disclose a **remote 
workstation" as recited in claim 1. 

The Examiner has indicated that "[^]s best understood by the Examiner, workstation 34 [of 
Collet-Billon] is disposed remotely from Dummy 56," However, the Applicant respectftilly submits 
that a close study of CoUet-Billon disclose! only one workstation (1 4 in Fig. 2, 34 in Fig. 3) which is 



di^sed in the same location as the dummy 26, 56. Fig, 3 of CoUet^Billon teadies a host ultrasonic 

■ 

cchograph 3 1, which is disposed in the sanie location as the wotkstation 34 (and coupled thereto by 
bus 43) and the dummy 56. 

CoUet-BiUon is clearly silent as to the location of the diagnostic workstation 34. It is well 
settled that when a reference is silent aboi^t an asserted characteristic, the gap must be filled with 
recourse to extrinsic evidence that makes il clear that the missing descriptive matter is necessarily 
present in the thing described in the refere]|ice. See Continental Can Co, USA v. Monsanto Co, 20 



USPQ2d 1746, 1749 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Tht 
(e.g., the specific location of the diagnostic 
CoUet-BiUon. Ex parte Lew. 17 USPQ2d 



Examiner must present evidence that the characteristic 
workstotaon 34) necessarily flows from the teachings of 
1461, 1464 (Bd Pat. App. & Inter. 1990). 
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The Applicant respectfully submit^ that CoUct-Billoa contains no teaching or suggestion that 
a diagnostic workstation may be disposed fremotely from an acquisition workstation. 

Furthermore, manipulation of the echographic probe 33 of Collet-Billon disposed at the 
echograph 3 1 does not operate to transmit k 'two dimensional" section of any digital images created 
therefrom to the workstation 34. Therefoije, CoUet-Billon does not disclose or suggest a remotely 
located "diagnostic workstation" or a "means for transmitting a two dimensional section of a digital 
image'* thereto in response to manipulation of a probe at the diagnostic workstation. 

Turning to a consideration of WiUiams, it is asserted that Williams teaches *^ansmitting two- 
dimensional ultrasonic imagery to a remote location including transfer of audio and visual contents 
between an acquisition workstation and a diagnostic workstation." The Applicant respectfully 
traverses this assertion, and submits that no thing in Williams allows for commnnication between an 
acquisition station and a diagnostic workstation. 

In particular, nothing in Williams tc j^cs or suggests an imaging system that would allow the 
transfer of control data between an acquisil ion workstation and a diagnostic woricstatioiL Williams 
only leaches the transfer of control data from an acquisition workstation to a diagnostic workstation. 

Specifically, Williams discloses a user interfece 150 ( acquisition station) that collects data 
which is eventually relayed to a first wireless communication device 100, which then beams the 
ultraso^d data to a second wireless comnjunication device 200, which then relays the ultrasound 
data to a network hub 2 1 0 (a diagnostic wor! cstation) which can relay that information to such things 
as a VCR 25 or printer 260. Nothing howe\pr, indicates that the aforementioned system ofWilliams 
is suitable to transfer the control data back from the network hub 210 (diagnostic workstation) to the 
user inter&ce 150 (acquisition station) in order to provide real time diagnostic evaluation jCrom an 
expert located at the network hub 210 (dia^ostic vvorkstatiOn). 

10 
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Further, Williams does iiot disclose or suggest a ^'probe disposed at the diagnostic 
workstation, said diagnostic workstation disposed remotely from a subject." Williams teaches a 
probe (user interface 150) that is connecicd to the acquisitioa station (ultrasound system 110), 
Hence^ the user interfiace 150 can not be disposed at a diagnostic workstation remotely from a 
subject 

In view of the foregoing, the Applieant respectfully submits that Williams, either alone or in 
combination with Collet-Billon, feils to tea ch or suggest an interactive imaging system. That is, the 
aforemeationed references fell to teach a means for expert [v^o is disposed remotely from a 
subject] assessment including a module for permitting the transfer of audio visual content between 
the acquisition workstation and the diagnostic workstatioa" 

The Applicant fespectfiiUy submits mat the current rejection is improperly based on hindsight 
reconstruction. It is axiomatic that the subilect matter of claims may not be considered obvious as a 
result of a hypothetical combination of refej "ences unless something in the references suggests that an 
advantage may be derived from combining their teachings. The Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Cuxiuit has decisively conjSucmed this pointL its recent decision ^ rg/WrcA. 23 U.S.P.Q. 2d, 1780 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). The CAFC has clearly espblished the following mandate regardmg hypothetical 
Combination of references: 



Obviousness caimot be established by combining the teachings of the 
prior art to produce the claiined in:vention, absent some teaching or 
suggestion supportmg the cc mbination. Under section 1 03, teachings 
of references can be combiied only if there is some suggestion or 
incentive to do so.*' Although couched in terms of combining 
teachings found in the prior art, the same inquiry must be carried out 
in the context of a purported obvious "modification" of the prior art. 
The mere fact that the prior art may be modilied in the manner 
suggested by the Examiner does not make the modification 
obvious unless the prior [art suggested the desirability of the 
modification* Wilson and Hendrix fail to suggest any motivation for, 

! n 



PAGE 3im'RCVDATWD54:44:09PM [Eastern Daylight rine]'SVR:USPTO{F)(RF^^ 



APR. 20. 2005 ^:59FM DLA PIPER 



^818 P. 32 



or desirability of, the chiknges espoused by the Examiner and 
endorsed by the Board, i 

j 

Here, the Examiner xelj,^d upon hindsight to arrive at the 
determination of obviousiiess. It is impermissible to use the 
claimed invention as an instruction manual or "template** to 
piece together the teachiii'gs of the prior art so that the claimed 
invention is tendered obvious. This court has previously stated Hiat 
*'[o]nt cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose 
among isolated disdosui^s in the prior art to deprecate the 
claimed invention." 23 p.SJP.Q, 2d at 1783-1784. [Emphasis 
added]. 

The foregoing discussion is bindii] g with respect to this application. The language of the 
Court plainly establishes that m order to lombine Collet-BiUon with Williams it is necessary to 



establish that the refearetxces would have suggested their combination and modificatioiL In particular, 
nothing in the aforementioned references iuggests any desirability of modifying Collet-Billon or 



Williams to provide "interactivity** between a subject and an expert who is disposed remotely from 
the subject As previously indicated* the Ihagnostic workstation of Collet-Billon is not remotely 
located from the acquisition workstatioiL lliere is no motivation in Williams to modify Collet- 
Billon to make it sxaitable for **remote interactivity." This is particularly true since nothing in 
Williams indicates that it is, in and of itsilf, suitable for ^'remote interactivity," In view of the 
foregoing, the Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-5, and 7-8 as 
obvious imdet Collet-Billon in view of Wi liams. 
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The Applicant submits that the appjlication is now in condition for allowance, which action is 
respectfully requested, I 

|i Respectftdly submitted. 



SAN:vbm 
(215)656-3385 




Steven A. Nash 
Reg. No. 45,507 
Attorney for Applicant 
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